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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1. Claims 62, 63, 65, 67 - 70, and 84 - 97 are presented for examination. Newly added 
claims 84 - 97 have been considered. Claims 1 - 61, 64, 66 and 71-83 have been cancelled. 



2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 63, 65, 67 - 70, 85 - 90 and 92 - 97 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

4. Claim 63 recites the limitations "the entire" and "the thread" in line 2, page 3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

5. Claim 65 recites the limitations "the active" and "the respective portion" in lines 4, 8 - 
10, pages 4-5. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 JJSC §112 



6. Claim 68 recites the limitation "the stalled instructions" in lines 2 -3, page 4. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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7. Claim 85 recites the limitations "the entire'* and "the thread" in line 3, page 4. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

8. Claim 86 recites the limitations "the active" and "the respective portion" in lines 4, 9 - 
11, pages 4-5, There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

9. Claim 88 recites the limitation "the stalled instructions" in lines 2 -3, page 5. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

10. Claim 92 recites the limitations "the entire" and "the thread" in line 3, page 5. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

11. Claim 93 recites the limitations "the active" and "the respective portion" in lines 4, 9 - 

11. pages 5 - 6. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

12. Claim 95 recites the limitation "the stalled instructions" in line 2, page 6. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

13. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
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14. Claims 62, 63, 84 - 85 and 91 - 92 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Prigge (US 5,623,471). 

15. Regarding claim 84, Prigge teaches a method for allocating resources by a processor, the 
method comprising: 

fetching instructions from one or more threads based upon a current processing mode 
(col. 3, lines 27 - 57, figs. 2 - 4); and 

performing allocation in a resource for the instructions based upon the current processing 
mode (col 2, lines 4-9, col. 3, lines 20-31, figs. 2 - 4). 

16. Regarding claim 85, Prigge teaches the method of claim 84 further comprising: 
assigning the entire resource to the thread that is active if the processing mode is single 

threading (fig. 3, fig. 4, 402, 404); and 

assigning a portion of the resource to each of the threads running concurrently if the 
current processing mode is multithreading (fig. 2, fig. 4, 402, 424). 

17. Claims 62, 63 and 91 - 92 are rejected on the same ground as stated in claims 84 - 85 
above. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



18. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

19. Claims 65, 67 - 70, 86 - 90 and 93 - 97 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Prigge (US 5,623,471) as applied to claims 84 - 85 above, in view of Levy et 
al. (US Pat. Application Publication 2001/0004755 Al, hereinafter Levy). 

20. Regarding claim 86, although Prigge teaches of single threading and multithreading 
processing mode, he fails to teach the additional limitations as claimed. Nevertheless, Levy 
teaches: 

allocating an amount of entries for the instructions from each thread in a respective 
portion of the resource if respective portion of the resource has sufficient available entries (page 
6, paragraph 0074, page 7, paragraph 0084, page 8, paragraph 0089, page 14, paragraph 0140), 
and 

activating at least one stall signal if the resource does not have sufficient available entries 
(page 7, paragraph 0084, page 1 1, paragraph 0120, page 8, table 3). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention 
was made, to combine the teachings of Prigge and Levy so that resource availability can be 
allocated more efficiently. 



i 
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21 . Regarding claims 87 and 89, Prigge did not teach the additional limitation as claimed. 
Nevertheless, Levy teaches the instruction fetch stalling generally as a condition that can occur 
in a processor and when there is insufficient resource available for performing function of the 
current threads (page 7, paragraph 0084, page 11, paragraph 0120, page 8, table 3). 

It would be obvious for one of an ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was 
made, to perform corresponding functions and/or subsequent instructions from another thread if 
the current thread receives a stall signal. It would have been obvious for one of an ordinary skill 
in the art, at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Prigge and Levy to 
efficiently managing resource in a multiprocessing system. 

22. Regarding claim 88, Prigge did not teach the additional limitation as claimed. 
Nevertheless, Levy teaches the instruction fetch stalling generally as a condition that can occur 
in a processor and when there is insufficient resource available for performing function of the 
current threads (page 7, paragraph 0084, page 1 1, paragraph 0120, page 8, table 3). 

It would be obvious for one of an ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was 
made, to fetch the stalled instructions for the respective thread if the stall signal is activated. It 
would also have been obvious for one of an ordinary skill in the art, to repeat the step or to re- 
fetch the stalled instructions for the respective thread if the stall signal is received/activated. It 
would have been obvious for an ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made to 
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combine the teachings of Prigge and Levy to efficiently managing resource in a multiprocessing 
system. 

23. Regarding claim 90, Prigge did not teach the additional limitation as claimed. 
Nevertheless, Levy teaches the instruction fetch stalling generally as a condition that can occur 
in a processor and when- there is insufficient resource available for performing function of the 
current threads (page 7, paragraph 0084, page 1 1, paragraph 0120, page 8, table 3). 

It would be obvious for one of an ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was 
made, to recognize that the activation of stall signal is caused by the invalid instruction, in this 
case, insufficient resource. It would also have been obvious for an ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made to recognize that if the stall signal for the respective thread is 
activated, then an invalid instruction must have been fetched to activate the stall signal It would 
have been obvious for one of an ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Prigge and Levy to efficiently managing resource in a multiprocessing 
system. 

24. Claims 65, 67 - 70 and 93 - 97 are rejected on the same ground as stated in claim 86 - 
90 above. 

Response to Arguments 

25. Applicant's amendments filed on 1 1/25/03 have been considered but are moot in view of 
the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

26. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

27. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lilian Vo whose telephone number is 703-305-7864. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 7:30am - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on 703-305-9678. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Lilian Vo 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2127 
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February 6, 2004 

MENG-AL T. AN 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 




